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RESPONSE TO EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



1. Summary 

The Examiner has not provided Appellants with any specific reason 
that would explain, where or how, in the Sotomayor patent (hereinafter 
referred to as "Sotomayor"), the updating of hyperlinks on a website takes 
place. The Examiner has described a number of features of a generic web 
site mentioned in Sotomayor, but has not shown where in Sotomayor these 
features are disclosed as being incorporated in, or otherwise employed by, 
the system or method disclosed in Sotomayor. Appellants maintain that the 
sections from Sotomayor cited by the Examiner do not disclose a process for 
updating hyperlinks on a web site. 

Thus Appellants maintain that claims 1-6, 9-13, and 15-19 are not 
anticipated, under 35 U.S.C. 102(e), by Sotomayor, because the document 
does not disclose every one of the elements and limitations recited in these 
claims, as explained below. 

2. Response to Examiner's Arguments 

Appellants' arguments set forth below are applicable to each of 
Appellants' independent claims 1 , 9, and 16, since the Examiner's ground of 
rejection with respect to the issues set forth below are essentially identical. 
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A. In the Exsimj^^ Appeal brief, Mjled 

M£rch: 14;^006i the Examiner misstates and misctiaracterizes 
slv^ral points made in Appellant's Appeal brief v : First, at the 
beginning Jot the ifiain paragraph; on page 1 0, the Examiner 
itat^s: 

(a) f \ 'The Appella^ 

thai Sbtomaypr? neitBerldisqlps^s nor mientipns a| yyeb site i . ," 

Then^ at the end ;crf the same paragraph,^ page 10, 

the Exanriiher states:' 

(b) ]l I'TThusHhe Appellant's assumpti^ that a Jfeb'site^^iv^r 
must be imptemerrt^ the "Internet A/VAN is clearly in error." 

Appellants; respectfully submit that not only Jdc^l: the ; Examinees 
cpnqlusibn (b) j a "main argument, but in additiqri, 

the follow from the Examiner's statement: (a). 

Appellants jhptefthat no luch a$sum as (b) is made in the Appeal brief, 
and furtherinore ^ brief ^;eill, and 

the term interne?' is only usSd onc? r^iji a guotp from Sp^maypr^M view of 
^uchfiaimisste by the; Examine^ Appellants assert ;that the immediately 

preceding iargurneht made by the Examiner (the bulk pf page 10 in the 
Examihii^^s^^ irrelevant with respect to finding Appellants' claims 
anticipated by Sotomayor. 

In addition, on page 10, the Examiner makes a number of statements 
that are true in the abstract, but which are entirely irrelevant to Sotomayor's 
teachings, since nowhere in Sotomayor are the statements indicated as being 
applicable to the system or method taught in the reference itself. For 
example, on page 10 of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states "A web 
site is known in the art", "A Local Area Network (LAN) is used to connect 
computing devices within a close proximity of each other", and "it is also well 
known that the web site server can be resident in a local, standalone 
computer".... 
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Appellants agree that the Examiner's statements immediately above 
are generally accurate, but these statements have no support in Sotomayor 
with respect to the manner in which Sotomayor itself operates; thus they are 
entirely irrelevant to a finding that Appellants' claims are anticipated by the 
Sotomayor. Therefore, Appellants assert that the Examiner's arguments 
made in the entire main paragraph are irrelevant -and thus moot with respect 
to finding that Appellants' claims are anticipated by Sotomayor. 

Next, I on page ji 1 of tHe Examine 

ft With respect to updating; the Appellant a^knc^ledges that 

Sotomayor teaches updating (p>age 7), only contending that 

the updating is not done to ah e&emia"tf 

Hawfev^h it is noted that the; feature upotv^ 

relies, (Ke^, updating ah external source) is npt; recited in the 

rejected 

With regard to the above assertions by the Examiner, Appellants note 
that (1) "77?e" feature on which Appellants rely is not "updating an external 
s6uf&|", and (2) Appellants do not only contend that the updating in 
Sptbmay^ Appellants believe that they 

provided sufficient reiteration in their Appeal brief to make it clear that 
Sotomayor nowhere discloses updating documents on a web server or on a 
web site. The statement in the Appeal brief, to which the Examiner apparently 
refers, actually recites: 

In the Sotomayor method, the documents themselves are 
updated, so that internal consistency is maintained. Consider a 
document containing an index. When some pages in the 
document have been moved around or otherwise modified, an 
index (or indices) must be updated. However, this updating of 
indices is not the same (or similar) process as updating an 
external source - the web site - to point to newly updated text, 
name files and/or indices. 

The Examiner apparently misses the point here. Although^ A 
claimed system and; ftfethod does function to update "e^ roes", such 

as non-local web sites^ Appellants note that whether JhC 
is external dr ihterrial is not a significlaht fesue^with inspect toj distinguishing 
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Appeliarits' claims oyer SGtomayo^teaohings J;j Appellants; claims recite a 
"updating7on a weE site, the hyperlinks. . ."fwBereinl^ 
includes a web site server. Furthermore, as stated in the Appeal brief, the 
updating of indices, as taught by Sotomayor, is not the same (or similar) 
process as updating a web site (whether it be external or internal) to point to 
newly updated text, name files and/or indices, as performed by Appellant's 
claimed invention. 

mis^fatiments of fact (on page 11); namely: 

"Further, it is known that ; abuser is connected to the Internet, as 
the user is Jable to obtain HTM documents from the internet 
(column;! 1 line 60- column 12 line 9). Summaries are 
generated from the HTML documents obtained from the Internet 
(column 12, lines 1 0-38). These sum and 
viewable by -a browser (column 1 1 line 60- column 12 line 9)^ 
Constitute a web site, on a personal intranet consisting pfi a 
Mhgte liser computer" 

Appellants res^ 
y^lnborrect, a 
sentencei b^ 

(a) "It is known that a user is concerted to th§ Jnt^m^t, | the 
usemstable itO: obtain HTML documents froriri th% ilnterriet . " 

This statement h nW cdrreety Sim^ because a dl^ contains 
hyperiM Internet cdm^tens does hot imply 

anything about thefactu^ of the -documents. Oneicould create a 

Wpfa ^ and^ ph 

ajcpniputel th^ is not connected to the Internetv Ih this^case, if one attempts 
to access thpseiihype^ 

pplsibje - Thereto the mere fact that hyperlinks are Embedded in a 
document indicates nothing whatsoever about the aTCes^iMlty pMhPs^ 
documents fi^ 
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(b) "Summaries are generated fro HTML documents 
bbtained fr^m theillntjem i:2, JineS 1 0-38)," 

Reading tfm in Sqtpmayp \2 [J in es ; J 0-38)^ 

Appellants see^ nothing 'aboEit HTML or the Internet. Perhaps the wprd 
"hyperlinks^implies HTMLy btit there js hothi^ 

(c) "Thes£ summaries, in J^TiML and viewable by abrowser, 
constitute a web site; on ,a personal intranet consisting of a 
single use^cbmputer. * 

First of iall ^= a ! bp jtectj on;- of HTML files on a computer Bpes nof constitute 
a web sitel It is a cpjlebtion of HTML files,^ no lessf A website is 

hosted on a computer system known as a web server, also called an HTTP 
server. A browser nesad the filesi #id t&ri w&fe them lbbk like "the web", 
btit one could open the same; files ;w^ Notepad, for example and 

the result -w^ Hke!giBberi^K/ s Afcpllection of files on a "personal 

intranet consisting of a single; user computer? is most definitely not a web site, 
anC*hat of ordinary skill in tlfe : ;art: 

Sfecdnd; Sotomayor merely mentions making the resources available 
qweti a network (whether au LS^N or WAN , :it doesn1;Watter^. This, ! iff ani of 
itself, dpfes not im£ly a web site,; whichitmplicitly must include a web site 
ii'rvepj Inter alia, paragraph 0009 in Appellant's specification, set forth in part 
below, indicates that the files of interest are copied to a "web server", which is 
necessarily and inherently included in the "web site" recited in Appellants 
independent claims. 

[0009] ... By automating the document linking and updating 
process, the chances of introducing errors into the hyperlinking 
process are greatly reduced, if not eliminated. ... Furthermore, 
the documentation is instantly available over the Internet, since 
the present invention automatically copies all of the 
necessary files to the appropriate web server [emphasis 
supplied]. 

There are,; many types ^of servers t^ "resources available 

pve?a^ 
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htetwk^ A ciienfpd cdnnect over the network to any of 

those ' 'se^ei^^ncl; view jthe dbMmehts generated by the Sqtomaypr invention, 
but that doesn't make any of these servers a vyeb site or web server. A web 
site server is different in multiple; Aspects, including^ ^ 
connections and $eiver $ide i^ndering. The 

vveb site I web site server f rom any of the; ^<tie^w^t?Gffi^^ of 
wjne^^ WAN or a i^N; and again, this fact is well known tb 

^nyoBl the art, I Appellants respectfully submit that the 

Examiner's WAN/LAN argument is simply incorrect and irrelevant to finding 
Appellants' claims anticipated by Sotomayor. 

Appellants; maintaiif thitt ; stiaring files located on a; |^&s<Mia( cbmputer 
dbei hpt| trans the' computer and a 

WAN LAN , into a I we^lte^ web site server at all. Whether the web site / 
yiiS\ server is external br internal is not a significant issue with respect to 
distinguishing Appellants' claims oyer Sbtbmayor's teachings;^ Abpellants' 
claims recite a "updating; on a ^eb site, the hyperlinks.. wherein the Sreb 
^ite'l nlcbs^rily inclu Appellants reiterate that 

Sotomayor nowhere discloses updating documents on a web server or on a 
web site. 

Appellants also maintain that merely because the World Wide Web 
(Internet) is mentioned in Sotomayor, regardless of whether Sotomayor's 
system is connected to the Internet, the reference is totally devoid of any 
specifics to support an argument that the reference discloses any mechanism 
or process for copying hyperlinks to a web site or updating web pages on a 
web site via a web server or via any other mechanism, as claimed in 
Appellants pending independent claims 1, 9 and 16. 

There is absolutely no disclosure of "updating" in Sotomayor that is 
indicated as being performed on any documents on a web site, via an Internet 
server, via the Internet, or in any other manner whatsoever. Figure 8 in 
Sotomayor, to which the Examiner refers (in column 1 1 , line 60-column 12, 
line 10), is a 'system' figure showing a self-contained system, wherein all of 
the modules are shown to operate without any connectivity to a server or to a 
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web site. The mere mention of the "World-Wide Web" in Sotomayor's 
disclosure, and the recitation of general characteristics of web browsers, is 
simply insufficient to conclude that Internet or a web site is used for a purpose 
not specifically disclosed, or even suggested, in the patent description. 

In box 47 in Figure 8, HTML segment, creation, and linking is 
performed, and then in box 48, anchor insertion takes place. However, those 
boxes form the end processes/results of a self-contained system. They do 
not indicate that any sort of server is actually connected to the system of 
Figure 8, much less that a server or web site is updated. While operations 47 
and 48 could, in theory, take place on an author's server, Sotomayor does not 
imply that updates take place anywhere else other than perhaps on a local 
computer. The only thing for certain about blocks 47 and 48 is that the 
operations shown therein are performed by some computer, and nothing in 
Fig. 8 (or in the associated text) implies that this computer is either a server or 
that the computer is part of a web site. Furthermore, none of the text 
associated with Fig. 8 or blocks 47/48 mentions a server or a web site. 

Appellants can find nothing in any of the sections cited by the Examiner 
(or anywhere else in Sotomayor) that is, in any way, related to either 
"copying" hyperlinks on a web site, or 'updating' hyperlinks on a web site. 

In the Sotomayor method, the documents themselves are updated, so 
that internal consistency is maintained. Consider a document containing an 
index. When some pages in the document have been moved around or 
otherwise modified, an index (or indices) must be updated. However, this 
updating of indices is not the same (or similar) process as updating an 
external or internal source - specif ically, in Appellants' independent claims, 
a web site - to point to newly updated text, name files and/or indices. 

Therefore, Appellants assert that Sotomayor does not disclose either 
copying hyperlinks to, or updating hyperlinks on, a web site, as recited in 
each of Appellants' independent claims. The Examiner has not provided 
Appellants with any specific reason that would explain, where or how, in 
Sotomayor, the updating of hyperlinks takes place on a website . 
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C. In reacting claim 1^, the ^aminerifitor^ctly refers to claim 1 6 
as 3 "dependent daim", and feife to prowde any basis for 
rejecting the "copying" and "updating" steps recited therein. 

Appellants assume s that the eraminer intended to apply; at least vwth 
respect to the issues of 'copy' and 'updating' hyperlinks on a web site, 
essentia!iy the same arguments as those used to reject independent claims 1 
and 9, in which case, Appellants 1 arguments above with respect to claims 1 
and 9 are applicable to the possibly intended rejection of independent claim 
16. 

0. Conclusion 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Appellants maintain that 
Sotomayor does wot disclose anytiiihg relevant to either of ^e processes of 
(1) copying hyperf^ 

updating hyperlinks on a website (or central web server), as recited in 
AppeHants' independent claims, therefore. Appellants maintain that 
Appellants' independent claims 1, 9 and 16, each of which recite copying , 
hyperlinks to and updating hyperlinks on, a web site, are not anticipated by 
Sotomayor, and are thus allowable in view thereof. Accordingly, ail of 
Appellants' pending dependent claims 2-6, 10-13; 15, and 17-^19, are also 
believed to be allowable over tiie cited reference. 

Respectfully submitted , 

LATHROP & GAGE t-C 
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